By exploring statelessness through legal, theoretical, and practical lenses, this article presents a broad examination of the human rights of stateless persons. The article delineates the rights of stateless persons as enunciated in various human rights instruments; presents the mechanisms of, and paths to, statelessness; illustrates the practical struggles of stateless persons by highlighting the plights of various stateless populations; examines how the problem of statelessness is being addressed; and considers the complex political and regional forces affecting policies towards stateless persons. The article concludes with recommendations regarding remedies and solutions for statelessness.
I. INTRODUCTION
Article 15 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (the Universal Declaration) states that " [e] veryone has the right to a nationality" 1 and that "no one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his nationality." 2 Statelessness, 3 or otherwise be stateless." 14 This right must be enforced regardless of the parent's gender. 15 Similarly, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women provides that states parties should ensure that "neither marriage to an alien nor change of nationality by the husband during marriage shall . . . render [a woman] stateless." 16 In much the same manner, the Convention on the Nationality of Married Women protects women from automatically losing their nationality upon marriage or divorce, or from being rendered stateless by changes in a husband's nationality. 17 While the treaties identified above were not solely created to address the problem of statelessness, the 1961 Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness (the 1961 Convention) focuses exclusively on decreasing statelessness. Under the citizenship rules that states parties to the 1961 Convention must adopt, many persons who might otherwise be stateless are able to acquire a citizenship. 18 For example, under the 1961 Convention, states parties must curb situations in which persons may lose their citizenship without gaining another. 19 Additionally, states parties also must afford the means for persons born on their territory to obtain citizenship. 20 In 16. CEDAW, supra note 8, art. 9, § 1. 17. CNMW, supra note 9. 18. Geske, supra note 12. 19. Id. 20 . Id. than the elimination of statelessness. The 1954 Convention does, however, prescribe that " [c] ontracting States shall as far as possible facilitate the assimilation and naturalization of stateless persons." 21 The human right not to be stateless, or the right to a nationality, is important because many states only allow their own nationals to exercise full civil, political, economic, and social rights within their territories. Further, nationality enables individuals to receive their nation's protection both domestically and internationally and allows a state to intercede on behalf of a national under international law. In this manner, "the rules of international law relating to diplomatic protection are based on the view that nationality is the essential condition for securing to the individual the protection of his rights in the international sphere." 22 For these reasons, the right to be a citizen of a state has been called "man's basic right for it is nothing less than the right to have rights." 23 With citizenship being the "right to have rights," 24 stateless persons have traditionally been seen as having no rights. This traditional concept of statelessness, which comes from an international law perspective, follows the logic that because one generally needs to be a citizen in order to receive diplomatic protection from a state, no international wrong is committed if another state's citizen is wronged (i.e., if a stateless person is wronged). 25 While international law scholars might claim that the right to a nationality is the right to have rights, the principles of human rights would indicate otherwise. The principles of human rights would maintain that being human is the right to have human rights. As one human rights scholar has noted, "[h]uman rights are, literally, the rights that one has simply because one is a human being."
26 Although "[n]ational governments may have the primary responsibility for implementing internationally recognized human rights in their own countries . . . [The bond of nationality] is the link between the law and individuals and through it alone are individuals enabled to invoke the protection of a State and the latter empowered to intervene on their behalf. A State, for example, does not commit an international delinquency in inflicting an injury upon an individual lacking nationality, and consequently no state is empowered to intervene or complain on his behalf either before or after the injury. [h]uman rights are the rights of all human beings, whether they are citizens . . . or not." 27 Because being human is the sole requirement entitling one to human rights, whether or not one possess a nationality should have no bearing on whether one enjoys all of her or his human rights. As a practical matter, however, this article demonstrates that international protection is still a problem. The notion that statelessness should not bar one from realizing her human rights is embodied in the 1954 Convention. This Convention provides that, within certain domains, states parties should grant stateless persons rights on par with the rights that the state gives to its own nationals or to foreign nationals legally residing within its territory. For example, states parties should grant stateless persons rights in areas such as religion, elementary education, access to courts, public rationing of scarce goods, labor legislation, public relief, and intellectual property that are "at least as favourable as [those] accorded to their nationals."
28 Similarly, states parties should grant stateless persons rights in areas such as housing, the right of association, freedom of movement, wage-earning employment, and ownership property that are "not less favourable than [those] accorded to aliens generally in the same circumstances." 29 It should be noted, however, that stateless persons unlawfully residing within the territory of a state party are only granted a limited set of the rights and protections by the 1954 Convention.
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In addition to the 1954 Convention, many other human rights instruments support the notion that holding a nationality is not a prerequisite to enjoying human rights. Some human rights scholars have even argued that several human rights instruments purposefully diminish the importance of nationality in order to prevent statelessness or status as a noncitizen from being used as a basis for discrimination: [D] espite the central role the concept of citizenship played in the rise of human rights culture, the words "citizen" and "citizenship" are rare in the major international human rights instruments. Indeed, the sense of the instruments themselves to is to erode the importance of the very concept which originally gave rise to the idea of fundamental human rights [i. The Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, for example, requires states "to respect and to ensure to all individuals within its territory and subject to its jurisdiction the rights recognized in the present Covenant, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status"; 32 the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights contains an almost identical clause. 33 Additionally, the Human Rights Committee, the treaty body for the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, has further elaborated on this principle of nondiscrimination as it applies to noncitizens (including stateless persons) in its General Comment 15:
In general, the rights set forth in the Covenant apply to everyone, irrespective of reciprocity, and irrespective of his or her nationality or statelessness.
2. Thus, the general rule is that each one of the rights of the Covenant must be guaranteed without discrimination between citizens and aliens. Aliens receive the benefit of the general requirement of non-discrimination in respect of the rights guaranteed in the Covenant, as provided for in article 2 thereof.
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The Universal Declaration also contains a nondiscrimination statement that is almost identical to the nondiscrimination provision in the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 35 Similarly, 45 Further, the drafters did not want the Conventions to be the impetus for persons to attempt to secure a second nationality, if they felt they were de facto stateless.
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III. MECHANISMS OF STATELESSNESS
There are many paths to statelessness. In the information and accession package for the 1954 and 1961 Conventions, the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refuges lists ten reasons why people become stateless. These reasons are as follows: conflict of laws; transfer of territory; laws related to marriage; administrative practices; discrimination; laws related to registration of births; jus sanguinis; denationalization; renunciation of citizenship; and automatic loss of citizenship by operation of law. 47 Rather than attempting to delineate the reasons for statelessness, a task that would require one to consider everything from human motivation to the climate of international relations, it is more suitable to identify the Certainly, there are countries in which de facto stateless persons do not live in fear of persecution but still do not enjoy all benefits of citizenship such as the right to work, health care, and education. mechanisms by which people become stateless. This latter methodology provides a more concrete aim with a narrower scope.
A. Mechanisms of De jure Statelessness
As stated before, a person is de jure stateless if she is not considered a national under the laws of any country. As such, the mechanisms of statelessness are almost always citizenship laws and the guiding principles behind citizenship laws. Perhaps the two most ubiquitous principles of citizenship are jus soli and jus sanguinis. Jus soli and jus sanguinis are principles that dictate the criteria used to grant or deny citizenship. Jus soli literally means law of the land; and according to the most common interpretation of this principle, citizenship is based on place of birth. The principle of jus soli is often contrasted with jus sanguinis, which dictates that citizenship is based on family heritage or descent. Jus sanguinis generally dictates that citizenship should be given to individuals with a certain heritage or whose parent, usually the father, is a citizen of a given state.
Instead of being pure reflections of either jus sanguinis or jus soli, most countries' citizenship laws reflect a mixture of these two principles. For example, the U.S. "recognizes the U.S. citizenship of individuals according to . . . jus soli, or right of birthplace, and jus sanguinis, or right of blood." 48 That is, individuals born in the U.S. are granted citizenship regardless of their parents' citizenship, according to the principle of jus soli, 49 and individuals born abroad to US citizens are also given US citizenship, according to the principle of jus sanguinis.
Unfortunately, the jus sanguinis nationality laws of some countries grant citizenship through paternal descent alone. In these countries, a mother cannot independently pass her nationality on to her children. Hence, in many countries with jus sanguinis nationality laws that only recognize paternal decent, if a woman marries a stateless person or has children out of wedlock with a man of her own nationality, then her children would be born into statelessness. 50 Discrimination against children born out of wedlock, however, is prohibited by Article 25(2) of the Universal Declara-tion, which states that "[a]ll children, whether born in or out of wedlock, shall enjoy the same social protection." 51 There are other ways in which jus sanguinis nationality laws can engender statelessness in newly born children. Let us take, for example, a case in which a child is born in one country to stateless parents. If the jus sanguinis laws governing the territory where the child is born only allow citizenship though parental descent, such a situation would render the child stateless. Kuwaiti nationality laws, for example, provide no means for the child of two stateless parents to obtain nationality at birth. 52 Furthermore, only limited citizenship opportunities exist for children born to a Kuwaiti mother and a stateless father, and these options all involve petitioning the Minister of the Interior. 53 Similarly, a citizenship bill that was put before the Indonesian house in February 2003 regulates the citizenship of children "born out of both legitimate and illicit relationships." 54 The bill grants citizenship to children born within the borders of Indonesia from a lawful marriage between a stateless or foreign father and an Indonesian mother. Children with noncitizen fathers who are born out of wedlock to Indonesian mothers are still denied Indonesia citizenship, regardless of where they were born.
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Under certain circumstances, jus sanguinis nationality laws, which only recognize parental descent, can also produce statelessness in the newborn children of married, non-stateless, parents. Let us take, for example, a situation in which a male citizen of the United States moves to Belgium, marries a Belgian woman, and fathers a son. According to the principle of jus sanguinis, the son would have US citizenship by virtue of having a parent with US citizenship. If the son were born prior to 1984, however, the child would not receive Belgian citizenship, because prior to 1984, Belgium's jus sanguinis nationality laws granted citizenship via parental descent only. 56 stateless. Indeed, the son's children would not be granted Belgian citizenship because their father is not Belgian; the children also would be denied US citizenship because, with little exception, the United States denies citizenship to children of parents with US citizenship who have never lived within its territory. As the above examples have shown, jus sanguinis nationality laws not only produce statelessness, they also perpetuate statelessness from one generation to the next. Article 5 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD) arguably precludes jus sanguinis nationality laws by providing that "States Parties undertake to . . . guarantee the right of everyone, without distinction as to race, colour, or national or ethnic origin, to equality before the law, notably in the enjoyment of the following rights: . . . 57 In addition, the situation of children born to noncitizen parents is addressed in the Convention on the Rights of the Child. Under Article 7 of that Convention, a child "shall be registered immediately after birth and shall have the right from birth to a name, [and] the right to acquire a nationality . . . . States Parties shall ensure the implementation of these rights . . . , in particular where the child would otherwise be stateless." 58 In view of the near universal ratification of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the principle of jus soli, citizenship based on the place of birth, has emerged as the overriding international norm governing the nationality of children born to noncitizen parents. 59 This right must be enforced without discrimination as to the gender of the parent. 60 Convention requires transmittal of citizenship from a parent to his or her adopted child. 61 Article 7 should be read in conjunction with Article 8 (preservation of identity, including nationality, name, and family relations); Article 9 (avoiding separation from parents); Article 10 (family reunification); and Article 20 (continuity of upbringing of children deprived of their family environment).
Another common mechanism of de jure statelessness is dependent nationality.
62 Dependent nationality refers to the practice of linking the nationality of a married woman to her spouse, 63 thus making the wife's nationality dependent upon her husband's citizenship. When the rules of dependent nationality are strictly applied, a woman can be rendered stateless by divorce or the death of her husband because the wife's link to a citizenship bearing husband has been severed by these events. 64 Similarly, "[i]f a woman from a state that automatically deprived her of her nationality on marriage (based on some form of dependent nationality) [weds] a man from a state that [does] not automatically grant her nationality on marriage (based on some form of independent nationality), then she [would become] stateless." 65 Further, on the principle of dependent nationality, a woman who marries a foreign national would lose her citizenship and acquire the citizenship of her husband simply because of her new marriage. Furthermore, if the woman's husband changed or lost his nationality, her nationality would consequently be altered or lost altogether.
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A new set of problems can arise for a woman who loses her original citizenship after marriage to a man of another nationality, due to dependent nationality laws, and moves to another country. For example, if the woman divorces her husband or her husband dies, she may be unable to reenter her 61. See Weissbrodt Final Report, supra note 14, ¶ 60. Inter-country adoptions must allow adopting parents to transfer their nationality to adopted children, who must be allowed to own or inherit land or to benefit from health, education, and social service subsidies. former country because she no longer holds the country's nationality. 67 Even if the woman manages to regain her former citizenship and enter her former state, there is a strong possibility that her children will not be granted their mother's former citizenship provided the mother's former country employs strict jus sanguinis laws that grant citizenship solely based on paternal descent. 68 Often, the result of dependent nationality and the principle of paternal descent and jus sanguinis is that statelessness is inherited and "passed from generation to generation regardless of place of birth, number of years of residency, cultural ties, or the fact that in some cases the individuals concerned have neither entered nor resided in another state." 69 Of course, these problems of statelessness do not occur in isolation:
Documentary requirements may compound these problems. Wars, other conflicts, and administrative mistakes often create insuperable obstacles to documenting birth, marriage, parentage, or residence. Children born in a refugee area outside of their parents' state of citizenship during an armed conflict may later find it difficult or impossible to document their parentage or date and place of birth. If secure and accessible document depositories for birth and marriage records are not maintained, such children may not be able to prove or successfully apply for citizenship.
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The unfortunate effects of dependent nationality laws are addressed by the Convention on the Nationality of Married Women. Under this Convention, states parties "[agree] that neither the celebration nor the dissolution of a marriage between one of its nationals and an alien, nor the change of nationality by the husband during marriage, shall automatically affect the nationality of the wife."
71 However, the Convention requires that states parties allow a noncitizen wife of one of its nationals, "at her request, [to] acquire the nationality of her husband through specially privileged naturalization procedures."
72 Also, the Convention on the Nationality of Married Women requires citizenship laws that make it so that "neither the voluntary acquisition of the nationality of another State nor the renunciation of its nationality by one of its nationals shall prevent the retention of its nationality by the wife of such national." 1. States Parties shall grant women equal rights with men to acquire, change or retain their nationality. They shall ensure in particular that neither marriage to an alien nor change of nationality by the husband during marriage shall automatically change the nationality of the wife, render her stateless or force upon her the nationality of her husband. 88 Because countries typically do not strip their native-born nationals of citizenship, it has been argued that the practice of depriving citizenship from naturalized citizens is discriminatory, because this practice creates a lesser class of citizens whose citizenship can be revoked.
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Parties shall grant women equal rights with men with respect to the nationality of their children. 74 Changes in citizenship laws are another common mechanism of statelessness. Changes of citizenship laws often create the risk that persons who were considered citizens according to old laws might be rendered stateless by new laws. For example, in Zaire, a law passed in 1971 75 granted nationality to the Banyarwanda people, who thus obtained certain civil and political rights such as the right to stand for election and the right to vote. In 1981, however,
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Statelessness also occurs when states are dissolved, succeeded, or broken up or when territory is transferred. Indeed, transfer of territory resulting from state dissolution, succession, or breakup is one of the most well-known and common causes of statelessness. Statelessness following state dissolution became a notable human rights issue after a number of political transitions in Central and Eastern Europe. 90 After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia, succeeding states sought to redefine citizenship requirements. This resulted in statelessness and general uncertainty surrounding the citizenship status of former Soviet, Czechoslovakian, and Yugoslavian citizens, respectively.
After the dissolution of the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia and the break-up of Yugoslavia, millions of people needed to confirm a new citizenship status. Was a former Czechoslovak citizen now Czech or Slovak? Was someone born in Belgrade, raised in Sarajevo, now married to someone from Zagreb and living in Ljubliana, a Yugoslav, Bosnian, Croat or Slovene citizen? New states emerging from these dissolutions established their own criteria for citizenship. In some cases, people who did not meet those criteria became "stateless"; in other cases they failed to acquire citizenship where they lived. When the Baltic states regained independence, their nationality laws excluded hundreds of thousands of ethnic Russians who had lived there for decades. When many Crimean Tatars returned to Ukraine [after the break up of the Soviet Union], their families having been deported from there by Stalin in the 1940s, some arrived after the termination date for . . . access to Ukrainian citizenship, creating difficulties in finding jobs and housing. Yugoslavia's violent break-up displaced over four million people, and many records needed to trace citizenship were destroyed, creating numerous problems. When Czechoslovakia broke into two republics, many living on the Czech side were attributed Slovak citizenship, making them foreigners in their place of habitual residence.
In Asia, the Biharis (non-Bengali Muslims who moved from India to what was East Pakistan in the late 1940s) considered themselves to be Pakistani nationals and refused to take Bangladeshi nationality when Bangladesh gained independence in 1971. The government of Pakistan has since been reluctant to "repatriate" them, and over 200,000 are still in camps in Bangladesh. 93 Indeed, whenever citizenship laws are changed, the possibility always exists that persons considered citizens according to the old laws might be rendered stateless by the new laws. Take, for example, an ethnic minority who was born and has always lived in the state of their nationality. The state's territory, however, is dissolved and succeeded by another state. The former citizen would expect to be given citizenship of the successor state, given that it took control of the territory in which the former citizen has always lived and resided. However, if the successor state strictly imposes jus sanguinis citizenship laws, and only grants citizenship to the territory's ethnic majority, then the former citizen would be rendered stateless. 94 92. Geske, supra note 12. 93. UNHCR, THE STATE OF THE WORLD'S REFUGEES, supra note 91, at 189. 94. The circumstances of this example could be reversed to produce the same result (statelessness). For example, let us consider a case in which a person (a citizen of one state) wishes to immigrate to, and obtain citizenship from, another state. The citizenship laws of the second state, however, do not allow dual citizenship and require the Let us consider another hypothetical example in which a person resides in the state of her citizenship. This state, however, is dissolved and its territory is divided between two successor states. The former citizen might expect to be given the citizenship of the state controlling the territory that she calls home. Given her ancestry, she is initially allowed only the citizenship of the second successor state, the one that does not control the land on which she lives. If she does not have the resources to travel to the state of her new citizenship, or the documentation to prove her former citizenship, then she may be rendered stateless.
B. Mechanisms of De Facto Statelessness
Although the category of de facto stateless persons is sufficiently broad to include all persons who have a citizenship yet do not receive the concomitant benefits and protection that typically accompany citizenship, the term de facto stateless is, more often than not, applied to those persons who do not enjoy the rights of citizenship enjoyed by other noncriminal citizens of the same state. 95 Consequently, most persons considered de facto stateless are the victims of state repression. Whereas de jure statelessness can simply result from the oversight of lawmakers who leave gaps in the law through which persons can fall, de facto statelessness typically results from state discrimination. Consequently, it is not surprising that the mechanisms of de jure statelessness differ from those of de facto statelessness.
One mechanism of de facto statelessness is slavery and human trafficking. Radhika Coomaraswamy, the UN Special Rapporteur on Violence Against Women, has highlighted problems of de facto statelessness among women trafficked to work in the sex trade. 96 For many trafficked women, "nationality is not a means to diplomatic assistance because often their passports are taken away by the pimp or brothel owner, and they are citizenship applicant to renounce his former citizenship in order to naturalize; the applicant does so and is granted a new nationality. Some time after naturalization, the person's new state is dissolved and succeeded by another state that implements strict jus soli citizenship and only grants citizenship to persons born within the territorial boundaries of that state. Such a case would render stateless the person used in this example. 95. Hence, someone is usually not said to be de facto stateless if he or she has been convicted of a crime and denied the right, for example, to vote. unable to prove their nationality." 97 Therefore, even if these women were to gain freedom, they face the often impossible difficulties associated with attempting to return to their homeland without proof of nationality. 98 Unfortunately, criminals and traffickers are not the only ones who can render persons stateless by denying citizens of the means to prove their citizenship. Sometimes governments commit what is known as administrative ethnic cleansing, or erasure. For example, in 1992, the Ministry of the Interior of the Government of Slovenia surreptitiously removed the files of many non-Slovene Roma from registers of the permanent residents of Slovenia. 99 The files were moved from the "active" Registrar of Permanent Residents (RPR) to the inactive or "dead" RPR. This maneuver had the effect of making the "erased persons," also known as "the erased," appear, at least on paper, as former permanent residents who no longer reside in Slovenia for reasons such as death or permanent emigration. 100 Apparently the erasure was executed in order to preclude non-Slovene Roma from being numbered among the original group of nationals of the newly created Slovenian state. According to the Government of Slovenia, 29,064 persons were erased; 101 the Helsinki Monitor of Slovenia (HMS) argues, however, that the number was in fact around 80,000.
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IV. OBSTACLES, HARDSHIPS, AND HURDLES FACED BY STATELESS PERSONS
Statelessness is a very difficult problem for those who face it. The increased vulnerability that often accompanies statelessness is illustrated by the plight asylum was rejected. As a result, RA was held in detention until he could obtain documentation supporting his case-a period of three years.
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Being without identity documents also makes it difficult to obtain basic social services. In fact, lack of identity documents often preempts stateless persons from acquiring jobs, receiving medical care, marrying and starting a family, enjoying legal protection, traveling, owning property, gaining an education, or registering the birth of their children. 113 The undocumented and stateless Bidun population of Kuwait, for example, often found themselves "facing serious obstacles when seeking to register births, . . . divorces, and deaths, because they lacked the required identification and were typically required to go through lengthy security checks before the Ministry of Interior would issue a letter of no objection."
114 Many Kuwaiti Bidun also have been deprived of their right to marry and start a family: 115 "Bidun face difficulty registering marriages between Bidun couples or between a Bidun and a Kuwaiti citizen because the Bidun member(s) of the couple lacks a civil ID and must obtain a letter from the Ministry of Interior and complete a lengthy security check." 116 The situation faced by the Kuwaiti Bidun, 117 numbering approximately 120,000, 118 bears resemblance to the plight of Rohingya of Myanmar (Burma). The Rohingya population of Myanmar, 119 which has been esti-112. See id. While it is not certain that RA was stateless, RA's case is illustrative of the kind of challenges stateless persons without documentation often face. 113. UNHCR, WHAT WOULD LIFE BE LIKE IF YOU HAD NO NATIONALITY?, supra note 5. 114. BENCOMO, supra note 52. 115. The ICCPR states that "[t]he right of men and women of marriageable age to marry and to found a family shall be recognized." ICCPR, supra note 6, art. 23, ¶ 2. In its General Comment 19, the Human Rights Committee stated that:
The right to found a family implies, in principle, the possibility to procreate and live together . . .
[and] the possibility to live together implies the adoption of appropriate measures, both at the internal level and as the case may be, in cooperation with other States, to ensure the unity or reunification of families, particularly when their members are separated for political, economic or similar reasons. mated to range from 5,100 to 8,000 people, 120 also has experienced such problems. As one Rohingya welder explained, employers are "afraid to [hire] undocumented people" 121 so Rohingya "must rely on what they call 'daily work'-poorly-paid, short-term manual labor."
122 In addition to this, the undocumented and stateless Rohingya "are increasingly being denied access to health care . . . schools are turning away their children," and Rohingya have faced tremendous difficulties obtaining housing.
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The Rohingya have not only faced difficulty obtaining social services and protections, they also have faced infringements on their civil and political rights, such as their right not to be subjected to arbitrary detention: 124 Rohingya refugees and asylum-seekers in Malaysia are often detained for months in immigration camps where they suffer malnutrition, unsanitary conditions, and beatings before being pushed over the border into Thailand. The Malaysian government increasingly restricts their access to education and health services, and, to date, the office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), which has an office in Malaysia, has been unable to secure effective legal protection for the Rohingya. 125 Unfortunately, the problem of prolonged and unwarranted imprisonment is not limited to stateless Rohingya. Unnecessary imprisonment is one of the most pervasive and most difficult problems faced by stateless persons. According to the UNHCR, when stateless persons are unable to return to their countries of habitual residence after having left them, often in search of asylum or refugee status, the result is often prolonged detention outside of the country in which they habitually reside. 126 The reason for such detention is that, without proof of identity or nationality, stateless persons often cannot reenter their state of habitual residence. Furthermore, the detaining state cannot resolve the question of where to deport the stateless detainee, and it is unwilling to let them illegally reside within its territory. 127 In such cases, stateless persons have been held in prolonged or "indefinite detention" only because the question of where to send them remains unresolved. 128 The problem of prolonged and unwarranted imprisonment is often exacerbated when states, having failed to resolve the question of where to send a particular stateless person, nonetheless attempt to rid themselves of the stateless person by deporting him or her to another state that is also unwilling to receive the person. In such cases, a stateless person may spend years in detention, being passed from state to state like an unwanted pariah. Consider the case of Eidreiss al Salih: 129 Twenty-nine year-old Eidreiss al Salih arrived in Australia in 2000 to seek asylum. He was born in Kuwait to Sudanese immigrant parents, but Kuwait refused to accept his family as citizens. He spent three years in detention before the Australian government tried unsuccessfully to deport him to Sudan on December 13.
[The Australian Government] made no attempt to independently verify his nationality before they tried to deport him to Sudan, issuing him with a document stating his nationality as Sudanese.
Australian officials claimed that the Sudanese embassy in Tanzania was waiting for Salih. However, his [Australian-issued] identity papers were rejected by embassy officials on December 14.
[A] South African security firm contracted by [the Australian Government] to "accompany" deportees, falsely informed Tanzanian officials that Salih was deported from Australia for committing a criminal act. As a result, he was transferred from immigration detention at the Dar es Salaam airport to a police station cell, according to a lawyer who was present, where he was kept for a further five days.
He was then transferred back to South Africa, where he spent six nights at Johannesburg airport, in a room with no windows or bed, and denied visitors. 128. Id. at Guideline 9. 129. Stephen, supra note 111, at 10. Consider also the case of an eighteen-year-old stateless Hutu man named "C," whose failed attempt to seek asylum in Australia led to three years of detention:
[A]fter nearly three years of detention, the Australian authorities sent [C] to Kenya.
[C] is an 18-year-old Hutu, orphaned during the conflict in Kenya eight years earlier. He was escorted under guard to Johannesburg and on to a Kenya Airlines plane to Nairobi. He had emergency travel documents from the Australian authorities but these were taken from him at the airport in Nairobi. Biduns are not isolated to this population. 141 To the contrary, these problems are characteristic of the plights of stateless persons everywhere.
To be sure, the problems and situations faced by stateless Rohingya and Bidun are typical of the difficulties faced by many other stateless populations, including the Roma of Eastern Europe, the Karens of Thailand, stateless Vietnamese asylum-seekers in Hong Kong, and ethnic Chinese in Taiwan. Like these ethnic minorities, stateless women are often particularly vulnerable to the vagaries of stateless life. For example, when "facilitation of the acquisition of nationality . . . depends on marriage to a national [,] . . . the national spouse [is given inordinate] control over the non-national spouse." 142 In the United States, prior to the 1994 Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), only a permanent US resident or citizen spouse could petition for a stateless or foreign spouse to become a resident; 143 and the petitioner controlled if and when the residency application was filed. 144 All too frequently, this control over if and when the residency application was filed allowed physically abusive spouses, predominantly men, inordinate control over their nonresident spouses. For example:
A woman from the Philippines was abused by her U.S. citizen spouse. He threatened to have immigration authorities deport her to the Philippines if she tried to leave him. She stayed. He later cut her all over her back, head, and hands with a meat cleaver . . . .
A Dominican woman fled from her U.S. citizen husband's violent assaults only after being hospitalized for the fifth time as a result of his beatings. Her husband bashed her head against the wall and threatened to kill her if she told her doctor what happened. She had been afraid to leave him because he controlled her immigration status. 145 The nature of the pre-1994 US immigration process thus created the risk that the stateless or foreign spouse, more frequently the wife, might suffer domestic abuse in order to acquire residency status.
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V. ADDRESSING THE PROBLEM OF STATELESSNESS
The problem of statelessness can be addressed in a variety of ways. Generally, however, the remedies for statelessness can be classified in the following categories: (a) preemptive remedies; (b) minimization remedies; and (c) naturalizing remedies. Preemptive remedies, when properly implemented, stop statelessness before it develops. A recent Human Rights Watch report, 147 which focused in part on statelessness in Malaysia, suggested a preemptive remedy to the Malaysian statelessness problem. It recommended that Malaysia's "Department of Registration should make efforts to ensure that all children who are born in Malaysia, regardless of their nationality, are registered upon birth and provided with birth registration documents" and that "Malaysia should interpret its laws as applicable to Rohingya children" and grant them citizenship "under . . . Part II of Malaysia's Federal Constitution."
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Sections of the 1961 Convention and the Convention on the Rights of the Child are also illustrative of preemptive remedies. The 1961 Convention, for instance, essentially proscribes states parties from performing actions that would render stateless those persons living within the territories' of states parties. In the same spirit, the Convention on the Rights of the Child compels a state party to grant citizenship at birth to all children born within its territory, "in particular where the child would otherwise be stateless."
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The remedies for statelessness suggested by the previously cited Human Rights Watch report, as well as the 1961 Convention and the Convention on the Rights of the Child, are preemptive, because when properly implemented, the remedies preclude statelessness in advance of its development.
While preemptive remedies prevent individuals from becoming stateless, thereby benefitting, for example, newly born children or women who might be rendered stateless by marriage, minimization remedies lessen the difficulties associated with statelessness and serve to protect stateless persons from discrimination. Minimization remedies, however, do not result in the elimination or prevention of statelessness and, therefore, can never be a replacement for citizenship. As the information and accession package for the 1954 Naturalizing remedies for statelessness focus on securing citizenship for those already stateless. The Sri Lankan parliament, for example, implemented a naturalizing remedy for statelessness in 2003 when it passed a law granting citizenship to over 168,000 stateless Tamils. 152 The Indonesian government also executed a naturalizing remedy when it extended citizenship to some 140,000 ethnic Chinese. 153 154 This provision, however, is weak and subject to flexible interpretation.
As long as statelessness exists, all three of the remedies mentioned above are important and essential. Preventative remedies are necessary for the total eradication of statelessness. Minimization remedies, while they should never be seen as a replacement for preemptive and naturalizing remedies, should be in place to alleviate the difficulties of statelessness while persons are naturalized or seek naturalizing. Finally, naturalizing remedies offer the only complete remedy for stateless persons.
A. International Law and the Implementation of Remedies for Statelessness
States might implement remedies for statelessness because they are obligated to do so as parties to international treaties. Unfortunately, however, the treaties that were created to bear directly upon the problem of statelessness, the 1954 and 1961 Conventions, 155 159 rarely monitor or give focus to the provisions related to statelessness embedded within the two treaties.
The Committee on the Rights of the Child and the Human Rights Committee, however, have advised states parties to reduce or to prevent statelessness on a handful of occasions. During its review of Cambodia's initial report, 160 for example, the Committee on the Rights of the Child expressed concern that Cambodia's "Law on Nationality (1996) might lead to discrimination against children of non-Khmer origin and might, in violation of Article 7 of the Convention [on the Rights of the Child], leave as stateless a large number of children born in Cambodia, such as children belonging to minority groups." 161 In light of this concern, the Committee on the Rights of the Child recommended that Cambodia's "Law on Nationality be reviewed in the light of the Convention with a view to eliminating all grounds of possible discrimination and eradicating and preventing children being stateless." 162 The Human Rights Committee has similarly advocated on behalf of stateless, or potentially stateless, children. For example, during its review of Columbia's fourth periodic report, the Human Rights Committee stressed "the duty of the State party to ensure that every child born in Colombia enjoys the right, under Article 24, paragraph 3, of the Covenant [on Civil and Political Rights], to acquire a nationality. It therefore recommends that the State party consider conferring Colombian nationality on stateless children born in Colombia." 163 The treaty monitoring bodies' responses to violations of the right to nationality, quoted above, are admirable steps in the right direction. Such responses, however, are all too infrequent. Indeed, the plight of stateless 164 persons stands to improve greatly when the provisions related to statelessness embedded within broadly ratified and monitored human rights treaties, such as the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, are given greater focus and attention by treaty monitoring bodies and governments. Nongovernmental organizations (NGO) also have a role to play. When treaty bodies are preparing to review a state party's compliance with a given treaty, they generally welcome information provided by NGOs in the form of oral and written reports. 164 Information on state party's compliance provided by NGOs often provides the only alternative account of a state party's compliance with treaty obligations. Furthermore, information provided by NGOs often results in the acceptance of recommendations that states parties are required to implement.
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B. The Role of Regional Cooperation and Interests in the Reduction of Statelessness
The presence of large numbers of stateless persons in a given region can often produce regional instability. To be sure, displacement and flows of refugees, which frequently result from statelessness, often threaten the peace and stability of a region. 166 Because the instability created by statelessness makes reducing statelessness in the best interest of regions or regional organizations such as the European Union or the Organization of American States, regional relations are often improved when states work to eliminate statelessness and to resolve nationality disputes. 167 Often, regional pressures can impel an otherwise reluctant state government to naturalize stateless citizens or otherwise to address statelessness in its territory.
Regional pressures have certainly influenced Estonia's and Latvia's treatment of stateless persons. Latvia's recent entrance into the European Union was threatened by the country's large stateless population, 168 and the country responded. Since 1995, Latvia has naturalized nearly 70,000 persons, most of whom were stateless. 169 Furthermore, in 1999, Latvia began granting citizenship to children of stateless persons and noncitizens born within the country's territory.
Estonia's large stateless population also jeopardized the country's recent entry into the European Union. 
VI. CONCLUSION
One way to ensure that stateless persons realize their right to a nationality, 172 as enunciated in Article 15 of the Universal Declaration, is through the doctrine of the genuine and effective link. 173 According to this doctrine, a person should be eligible to receive citizenship from states with which she or he has a substantial connection or a genuine and effective link. At the very least, a person should be eligible for the citizenship of the country with which she or he has the closest link or connection. A substantial link or connection to a state can be forged by, for example, long-term habitation in a state without a more substantial link to another state, descent from a state's citizen, birth within a state's territory, or citizenship in a country's former federal state. 174 The doctrine of the genuine and effective link is a viable solution to the problem of statelessness because it is generally "not difficult to determine to which state an individual has a genuine effective link for purposes of nationality decisions. . . . [D] ifficulties in preventing or reducing statelessness often occur as a result of legislative, judicial, administrative, and political decisions which fail to recognize basic principles of international law with respect to nationality." 175 Indeed, there is hardly a person without a genuine and substantial link to a state. As a practical matter, however, a sovereign state has the right to determine who receives its citizenship. This right, however, should be congruent with relevant international standards and laws. At a minimum, these standards prohibit states from rendering their citizens stateless, oblige states to respect the human rights of stateless persons, and obligate states to grant citizenship to all children born within state borders.
